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Subject: Proposition 84 Integrated Regional Water Management Drought 
Solicitation for the Colorado Funding Region 

Dear Mr. Eusuff; 

The Mojave Integrated Regional Water Management (IRWM) area acknowledges that 
the Proposition 84 Drought Solicitation (3a) was designated to assist regions within the 
state that were experiencing acute resource challenges associated with the drought and 
that some areas of the state are more adversely affected than others in the short term. 
The Mojave, Coachella Valley and Imperial IRWMs have applied for Proposition 84 
funds under 3a in an effort to implement projects that are important to our respective 
regions as soon as practical. The Mojave, and undoubtedly the Coachella Valley and 
Imperial, IRWMs have each expended considerable resources to prepare competitive 
3a grant applications to initiate much needed locally driven water projects. Although the 
Colorado Funding Area 3a applications scored competitively statewide, DWR staff 3a 
funding recommendations understandably appear to focus on funding areas that are 
experiencing more near-term drought effects. 

The Mojave IRWM supports issues regarding scoring of the 3a applications raised by 
the Hi-Desert Water District in their October 61

h , 2014 letter (attached). Beyond 
comments regarding scoring and statewide competition , we are very supportive of the 
proposed collaborative division of 3a funding proposed in the subject letter. 



Gary Bardini 
California Department of Water Resources 
October 8, 2014 
Page 2 

We appreciate DWR's efforts to stay under the 200 million dollars cap set by the 
legislature for 3a, but request the additional $12,525,000 it would take to fairly partially 
fund all 3 Colorado Funding Region applications in 3a be appropriated now from the 
Proposition 84 Final Solicitation (3b). Partially funding the Colorado Funding Area 3a 
applications now will honor and preserve the efforts of the Colorado Funding Area 
IRWMs, potentially eliminate/reduce the costly process of reapplying during the 
Proposition 84 Final Solicitation (3b), maintain local IRWM stakeholder momentum, 
result in the timely implementation of important water resource projects and more 
importantly act as a strong show of Department support for encouraging collaboration 
within Funding Areas. 

Attachment: 
1. October 6, 2014 Hi-Desert Water District response to Proposition 84 Integrated 

Regional Water Management Grant Funding Allocations for the Colorado Funding 
Region 

cc: Tracie Billington - CA Dept. of Water Resources 
Gary Bardini - CA Dept. of Water Resources 
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Mr. Zaffar Eusuff 
Project Manager 
Cal iforn ia Department of Water Resources 
P.O. Box 942836 
Sacramento, CA. 94236 

Re: Drought Round 3a Draft Funding Recommendations 

Dear Mr. Eusuff, 

On behalf of Hi-Desert Water District (t he "District"), and the community we serve, I would like to 

extend our appreciation for allowing us to present our comments regarding the 2014 Integrated 

Regiona l Water Management (IRWM) Drought Grant 3a (the "Grant" ) funding recommendations and for 

the t ime and resources dedicated to reviewing the respective grant applications. 

As part of the Colorado River Basin (CRB) Funding Area, the District was very pleased to see that the 

collaborative application submitted by the Mojave Water Agency (MWA) on behalf of its stakeholders, 

received an excellent score of thirty (30) out of a possible thirty-seven (37) points for its grant 

application. Of the thirty-eight (38) applications receiving a tabulated score, the MWA application was 

among three proposals receiving a score of thirty (30), with only eleven (11) applications receiving a 

higher score. However, despite the results, projects listed with in t he MWA application were not 

recommended to receive funding under the draft funding recommendations for either the total 

requested amount or a portion thereof. 

All applications that scored higher than the MWA application, with exception to one, are currently 

recommended to receive one-hundred (100) percent of the requested grant amount with the exception 

receiving sixty-two (62) percent. Unfortunately, a score of thirty (30) was unsuccessful in receiving a 

funding recommendation. However, a total of fourteen (14) applications receiving scores below thirty 

(30), received all or a portion of their requested grant amount total ing $73,789,549 or approximately 

thirty-seven (37) percent of the total recommended grant allocation of $200 million. Of the fourteen 

(14) applications, ten (10) were fully funded. These scores ranged between twenty-one (21) and twenty

nine (29) points with the remain ing four applications receiving scores as low as eighteen (18) points 

which received fifty-nine (59) percent of the applicant's requested grant amount. 

As a participant within the MWA grant application, the District put forth a considerable amount of effort 

and expense to ensure that the grant application provided by MWA was both competitive and 
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successful at addressing the Grant's required criteria. While the application's score suggests that the 

District and regional stakeholders were successful in accomplishing this, it appears that far more priority 

was given to funding areas based upon the impact they are experiencing due to the current drought. 

Drought impact was listed within the Grant criteria as receiving a total of five points, an amount equal to 

just over thirteen (13) percent of the total score. The amount of points given to this considerat ion in 

relat ion to the rema ining criteria, would suggest that scoring well in other criteria would allow 

applications to remain competitive even if a low score was given under the drought impact criteria. Due 

to the recommended distribution of funds, it appears that consideration outside of the Grant's criteria 

allowed certain funding regions to successfu lly obtain funding thereby overriding the scoring system 

that had been the basis for preparing the MWA application. 

While it is the intent of the Grant to provide funding to areas affected by the drought, a prioritization of 

funding regions outside of the cu rrent grant guide lines would have been addressed in more detail within 

the MWA application had that consideration process been more clearly articulated in the grant Proposal 

Solicitation Package and guidelines. In order to fully understand the prioritization these funding areas 

received over and above the points given for their application, we request that a description of these 

considerations, including an outline of each region's current ranking, be provided for stakeholder review 

prior to finalizing the recommended funding. These considerations are important for not only gaining 

insight into the current funding recommendations, but also may serve a purpose during Round 3b 

submittals. 

Due to the costs and resources that are required to appropriately address the Grant's requi red criteria, a 

detailed review of the Grant's guidelines was performed to ensure that a submitted application would 

not only meet the required criteria, but also be competit ive with other potential projects. It was the 

District's understanding that the available points for each grant criteria would be used to determine 

funding recommendations. Based upon th is information, the District felt confident expending the 

necessary resources to apply for the Grant. Without knowledge of other considerations that would be 

given to prioritize projects, the District would have been unable to make an educated decision as to 

whether or not a submittal would have been appropriate for Grant Round 3a. 

In order to receive the maximum benefit from the above listed project, the District requested 

$12,525,000 from the Drought Round 3a funding allocations. With on ly $16,700,000 remaining within 

the CRB Funding Area for award, it was the District's intent to submit a project that would provide the 

great est drought relief in the most efficient, timely manner, and to secure as much available funding for 

our disadvantaged community during Round 3a. While the District feels that its project accomplished 

this, it also rea lizes that the requested grant amount matches that of the maximum grant award 

allocated to the CRB Funding Area for Round 3a. The District also recognizes that other stakeholders 

within the CRB Funding Area submitted proj ects that were equally important to their community and in 

one case, scored closely to the MWA application exhibiting a strong application as well. 

In light of this information, the District fee ls strongly that a co llaborative split of Round 3a funding can 

be obtained to address the current drought impacts of those Round 3a appl icants within the CRB 

Funding Area. The District appreciates the effort provided by the Department of Water Resources to 



stay under the 200 mi llion dollar cap set by the legislature for Round 3a, but requests the additional 

$12,525,000 it would take to partially fund all 3 applications submitted by the CRB Funding Area be 

allocated now for the drought grants and not held until the Proposition 84 Final Solicitation Round 3b. 

The allocation could then be proportionately divided amongst the Round 3a CRB Funding Area 

applicants based upon the region's total requested funding. One method of accomplish ing this would be 

to assign a percentage to each applicant's request based upon the CRB Funding Area's tota l requested 

funding. Table 1a exhibits the potential allocation of Round 3a grant funding based upon this principal. 

Table la 

IRWM Region Applicant Amount Requested % ofTotal1 Revised Grant 
Total 

Mojave MWA $12,525,000 54.400 $6,813,600 
Coachella Indio Water Authority $9,100,000 39.524 $4,950,381 
Imperial City of Imperial $1,398,600 6.074 $760,768.50 

The requested amount for the CRB Fund ing Area totaled $23,023,600. MWA's application requested 

$12,525,000 which equals approximately fifty-four (54) percent of the total. By applying this percentage 

to the maximum grant amount allocated to the CRB Funding Region for Round 3a of $12,525,000, under 

the proposed Round 3a funding split, Mojave would receive $6,813,600 for use within the Colorado 

River Basin Funding Region. Using the same formula, Coachella and Imperial would receive $4,950,381 

and $760,768.50 respectively. The District believes that this method would be a fair distribution of funds 

and would allow the CRB Fund ing Region to address the impacts the current drought is having within the 

region in an expedited manner. In addition, the District fee ls that this strategy provides a gateway 

toward regional cooperation and collaboration- a process heavily supported by the Department of 

Water Resources. 

We sincerely hope that the content of this letter provides regional representation and potential funding 

solut ions that will address the challenges our funding region currently faces. We would like to provide 

any support necessary to both the Department of Water Resources and our CRB Funding Area neighbors 

to reach a mutually acceptab le agreement in our efforts to reach a common goa l. 

Thank you in advance fo r your considerat ion. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to 

contact me by phone at (760)228-6269 or by email at edm@hdwd.com. 

Sincerely, 

(d 
Ed Muzik 
Genera l Manager 

1 
Based upon the total Colorado River Basin Funding Area request of $23,023,600. 


